nately for the English-speaking world, the Vögtle Schülergabe is in German and, because of the recent spate of such volumes, is unlikely to receive the attention it deserves. And since Richter's own pen has been stilled, it may be useful to bring his views before a wider audience, an audience which he himself may eventually have reached through his proposed commentary, which was to be an elaboration of the position set forth in the present programmatic essay.
For clarity and brevity, I have reorganized Richter's article somewhat and have omitted a number of matters of secondary importance. His views follow without comment until the evaluation at the close of this paper.
THE PROBLEM
Among the questions concerning Jn which have not been answered with unanimity is that of the statements lying side by side in Jn about present and future eschatology. By far the majority of these statements have it that the eschatological acts of the coming of the Son of Man from heaven, the resurrection of the dead, and the last judgment are not to be expected only in the future but are occurring already now in the proclamation of Jesus or of John and his community. On the other hand, according to other statements these "last things" are yet to occur. In the first series of statements, salvation (=eternal life, fellowship with God) for those who believe in Jesus and damnation (=eternal death, lack of fellowship with God) for unbelievers are already present. In the second series of statements, only at the end of the world will some come out of the graves to the resurrection of life and others to the resurrection of judgment.
There is yet another distinction: in present eschatology, relation to Jesus (faith or unfaith) determines salvation or damnation. Never does salvation appear as a reward for good works or damnation as punishment for evil deeds. But in futuristic eschatology it is good works done during one's earthly life which alone will determine eternal life or death.
THE SOLUTIONS
How are these facts to be explained? Three solutions have been advocated. 1) Most exegetes hold that John proclaims both the presence of the eschatological events and their completion on the Day of the Lord. Even beginning of the second century. But there seems to be no reason why this "great unknown" could not be identified with Richter's anti-Docetic Redactor; for Schweitzer's "great unknown" also struggled with Docetism, stressed the Logos-made-flesh, and the Eucharist as the eating of the flesh of the Son of Man which is necessary for resurrection to eternal life (cf. ibid. 344-45, 350, 375). though present eschatology is much more central for John than it is for the Synoptic Evangelists and for Paul, John unambiguously expresses futuristic eschatology.
5
Some critics grant the possibility that the traditional futuristic apocalyptic statements in Jn are of secondary origin (chaps. 5, 6, and 12) but these critics nevertheless hold that these futuristic passages correspond to the spirit of John, for in other places he speaks of a futuristic expectation (14:2-3; 17:20-26). It is unthinkable that John's pupils would have contradicted their master by introducing apocalyptic views if he had been opposed to apocalyptic. 6 The basis of this position that the present and future eschatologies of Jn are not mutually exclusive is the presupposition that Jn is a theological unity, a unity which encompasses 1 Jn, even if the latter is not by John. Sometimes another presupposition is that the NT as a whole is also in essentials theologically one. Although there may be a difference in accent between the Johannine eschatology and that of the remainder of the NT, there can be no direct contradictions.
2) According to the second alternative, John holds a present eschatology only, that is, the "last things" are being realized or fulfilled now in this age. The apocalyptic statements were introduced by a redactor who wanted to bring Jn into line with the current ecclesiastical position. John has broken through the mythology of the "vulgar" catastrophic, end-time expectation, and has reinterpreted its basic concern about the absolute end of history in light of human existence. The definitive eschatological event for John, in which the future becomes present, is the coming of Jesus as Revealer, a coming which repeatedly occurs in Christian preaching. But John's stress upon present realization does not necessarily exclude a futuristic, individualistic eschatology, which allows a final fulfilment for individuals at death (14:2-3).
7
3) A third position, not commonly advocated, rejects both positions 1 and 2. In Jn the accent lies on futuristic eschatology, for the present statements are only promises and are therefore also to be understood as futuristic.
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within the Johannine communities-developments which are reflected in various strata of Jn. Such an approach will enable us to see how groundless is the presupposition of the theological unity of Jn and of the NT. But if the situation turns out to be less harmonious than is generally supposed, it will also be found to be a much more dynamic and exciting state of affairs. A truly historical understanding of Jn cannot exclude the possibility that there is no such thing as the Johannine eschatology. Rather, there may well be differing eschatological views in Jn. The juxtaposition of these different eschatological strata in Jn goes hand in hand with a long-drawn-out Christological controversy within the Johannine congregations.
We shall propose, then, that Jn in its present form is neither a literary nor a theological unity. Jn is not the work of a single person but of several authors who wrote one after the other and who differed in their theology, above all in their Christology and eschatology. If we take Christology as our guide to the distinctions among the authors, we shall be able to distinguish the various strata in Jn and to trace the course of theological development within Johannine Christianity. And since each author does not write as a theoretician serenely surveying the ecclesiastical situation from his ivory tower but rather writes as an exponent of a specific Johannine community engaged in theological polemics, we shall also learn something of the congregation(s) represented by each author and the stages of development of the Johannine churches.
We are now ready to set forth the four phases of theological development within the Johannine communities and the resultant three strata of Christological and eschatological deposits in Jn. We shall examine each phase under the headings of Christology, community, gospel, and eschatology. D. ESCHATOLOGY.-The anti-Docetic eschatology has two characteristics. On the one hand, the Redactor expands the Evangelist's exclusively present eschatology so as to include once again futuristic, apocalyptic eschatology, with its anticipation of the parousia and other realistic endtime events. In this respect the Redactor resembles the traditional eschatology of the foundation document and thus may be said to return to the teaching which was "from the beginning" (1 Jn 1:1; 2:24; cf. 2:7, 27; 3:11). On the other hand, the presence of salvation and condemnation is retained. But present salvation for the Redactor requires not only faith in Jesus as the Son of God, as for the Evangelist, but also belief in Jesus' true humanity. But beyond faith one must also adopt a definite ethical and ecclesiastical behavior, especially good works, including above all the love of the brethren. The faithful must also avoid sins and "remain with us," that is, with the group for whom the Redactor is spokesman and whose Christological confession is to be affirmed. Likewise, we cannot speak of a literary or theological unity of Jn, which is a product of successive new interpretations and corrections of the older faiths, and which therefore reflects the disharmony and strife within the Johannine communities. We must not forget that before the Evangelist and the Redactor each altered the gospel as it came to him, there was another gospel, the foundation document, with its own message, theology, and tendency, which were often contrary to those of the later expansions. The exegete must interpret this original theology according to its differences from the respective theologies of the Evangelist and of the Redactor instead of seeking to harmonize them. Only in this manner can the theological profile of each author and community be truly drawn.
1) We shall first examine several texts to illustrate the
The fact that Johannine Christianity is a complex and disharmonious entity and that these differences have left their literary deposits in Jn must also be taken into account when one investigates individual concepts and themes, such as glory, miracles, witness, faith, Christology, and eschatology. When this method is not followed, as unfortunately is the case with most studies, the results are distorted, even though some pertinent but isolated observations may be made. Thus there is nothing left but to redo these investigations. In other words, each theme must be approached from the point of view of the stratum within which it is found, as we have sought to do with eschatology in this essay.
Jn's contradictory eschatological statements certainly do not simplify our present-day proclamation of the eschatological hope. If one does not wish to make matters too difficult, he can start with the standpoint of the anti-Docetic Redactor as the last reviser of eschatology in Jn. With this "both-and" eschatology he not only will do justice to the liturgical texts with which his hearers are more or less acquainted, but he certainly will gain the approval of that conservative mentality which likes to hear most of all that which it already knows and believes.
But he who will not or cannot make the answer so easy should not hesitate to set forth frankly the historical state of affairs. From such an explanation it will become evident that all strata of Jn have to do with conceptions of the Johannine universe of discourse and therefore with conceptions which rest upon a world picture and understanding of the world which for us is antiquated. The Evangelist, in contrast to the tradition of Jewish Christianity, broke through the old myth of the end as a cosmic catastrophe. Because of this break-through we today in eschatological preaching are not dependent upon the "how" of the end but only upon its "thatness." The content of this "thatness," however, is always the same in the entire NT and OT Jewish preaching-including Jn in all its layers-namely, fellowship with God and the consummation of man with God. At the end stands God, who also was in the beginning. And man is still there at the end, but only in his relationship to God. This eschatological confrontation with God and consummation in God occurs, according to the Evangelist, even now in belief in Jesus as the Son of God. This exclusively present eschatology of the Evangelist, however, never became the determining one either in Johannine Christianity or in the Church at large. It is, like the entire theology of the Evangelist, fascinating in its one-sidedness, but also dangerous. The anti-Docetic Redactor with his supplements was concerned for a proper balance, and without his labors the gospel as it left the hands of the Evangelist would have become a Gnostic gospel. Some groups yet today seek to make this eschatology their own, not in the form of an exclusively present eschatology, but with the erroneous understanding that the Evangelist proclaimed an individualistic, futuristic eschatology. cover that what they have since childhood regarded as some of the most precious words of Scripture direct from John the Baptist, Jesus, and Thomas are not from these beloved figures of sacred history at all but are in reality deposits of later conflicts among rival Johannine congregations. 16 Neither will many be pleased with Richter's contention that what remains valid of the various strata of Johannine eschatological proclamation was already there in Judaism, namely, fellowship with God and the consummation of man with God.
Richter's thesis, with all of the problems it raises for faith today, may or may not stand the test of time. Whatever the verdict of the experts on Jn may be, those of us who profess no special competence in this area may find Richter's proposals as convincing as any and far more stimulating than most. Some of us may even accept them as the best working hypothesis until something better comes along. And there may perchance arise someone with sufficient skill and insight to ground Richter's theories so thoroughly that they will become the dominant interpretation of Jn.
Yet the fate of Richter's views is of comparatively minor import. What is significant is the progress in Roman Catholic biblical studies reflected by his and other papers in the Vögtle Schülergabe. In 1907 the papal Biblical Commission declared that the Apostle John and no other was the author of the fourth Gospel. Wikenhauser (died 1960) with caution advanced higher criticism as far as he could in his day. Vögtle carried on in the spirit of his teacher's reverence for truth, and at the price of much abuse and suffering championed the unrestricted application of the scientific method to Scripture. And now Vögtle's students are second to none anywhere in the rigorous use of the critical approach, taking full and responsible advantage of the opportunity afforded by Vatican II to express scholarly opinions openly, with relative freedom from fear of reprisal.
The upshot of it all may be this: the new look in exegesis is giving a new look to Jn in particular and to Scripture as a whole, which must in turn give Christianity itself a new look-if we are bold enough to follow the precedents set by the authors of Jn, who gave successive new interpretations to older forms of faith, and if unflinching pursuit of truth, freedom, honesty, and consistency prevail.
